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OPEN SESSION 


The meeting was called to order at 9:40 a.m. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Mr. Adams is having the Graduation Lists printed 
and will be delayed until 1O:OO a.m. 


It was agreed that Senate proceed with the other items on the agenda and 
that we revert to the Convocation Lists at the point when the Registrar 
arrives. 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of April 30, 1976, it was 
pointed out that the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee referred to 
in the last paragraph on page 9, (item. 76-4-6), was not the same committee 
as the present Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation that exists 
today and also, that it consisted of a different group of people. 


It was pointed cut that the second sentence in the second paragraph on page 
2 of the minutes of April 30, 1976, should be changed to "The Performing 
Arts, that is, Music and Theatre, ..." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. OSMAN, SECONDED BY DEAN BERCZI, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF APRIL 30, 
1976, BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE TWO CHANGES. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the document on the future of Science in 


Concordia was not yet available. It is at the stage of final typing and 
proofreading, and will then have to be printed. He proposed to distribute it 
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by way of a special mailing as soon as those last technical stages are 
completed. 


He intends to refer it to Senate and to the Faculty Councils directly 
concerned for comment and reaction, as early in the next academic year as 
this Can be arranged. It will then go to the Board of Governors. He pointed 
out that it is important that this be dealt with as a matter of high priority and 
as quickly as possible in the new academic year. 


Dr. O'Brien also advised that with respect to his comments at the April 30, 
1976, meeting of Senate, space has now been rented for the Building 
Engineering programme. This will be in the new building which is being 
constructed at the corner of St. Catherine and Guy. It should be ready for 
next September for the coming academic year. 


Concerning space for the Faculty of Fine Arts, Plans axe proceeding but are 
not finalized in the sense that Building Engineering is. On the Sir George 
Williams Campus, we are still in the process of renting space and those 
negotiations are going well and as rapidly as such negotiations go. On the 
Loyola campus, the arrangements for the housing of Music and Theatre 
have advanced but are still not definitive. The key thing under consideration 
at one point was the conversion of the "Guadagni Lounge" into a theatre. 
This turns out to be completely out of the question for cost reasons. The 
Chameleon Theatre is now being seriously considered. The basic idea that 
Music will be located in the Refectory building still appears to be sound and 
the exact extent and configuration are In the Process of being worked out. 


For next year the changes are likely to provide less space for Fine Arts than 
some of the original ideas would have. While it appears that this will be 
quite Practical for next year, it will still leave a certain number of problems 
which will have to be resolved for the following year. 


Responding to a question concerning space In the Norris building, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that there is no real change with respect to the general 
question of building space on the Sir George Williams campus, of which 
the future of the Norris building is an Integral part. 


Dean Callaghan reported that Dr. C.K. Kwok, Mechanical Engineering 
Department, has been appointed to the National Research Council Operating 
Grants Committee. 


Dean Campbell expressed concern over standards within the Sir George 
Williams Faculty of Arts, particularly as expressed in the grade 
distributions. These concerns have been increased recently by a campus 
wide study an the writing competence of the students. The study was 
conducted by Mrs. B. Opals. A large number of classes were sampled and 
the students were asked to write assays which were graded by three 
Instructors. The result of the study suggests that in most Faculties on the 
S.G.W campus about 90 percent of the students were well below any 
reasonable level of competence and also, that something in the order of 


one-third are only marginally literate. This is a matter that ill have to be 
given urgent attention both at the admissions level and internally. 


Prof. Whitelaw reported that the CLESEC meeting has been cancelled for 
the third time. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-76-6-D4 provides the basis for the 
discussion at today's meeting and includes all of the outstanding items that 
touch the first part of the report from the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Undergraduate Academic Regulations. 


Prof. Bordan explained that the document (US-76-6-D4) attempts to present 
in a written form the essence of the consensus which emerged at the last 
meeting of Senate. It is presented in the fashion that might appear in the 
Calend art along with the examples contained in the document. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the first paragraph (DOC-US-6-6-D4), picks up an 
idea that seemed to receive acceptance at the last Senate meeting that whether 
a student has INC) DNW or whatever, the instructor must submit a grade 
based on the work that has been completed. The principle involved is an 
important and key one and it will be one of the more difficult to 
communicate to the instructors. 


It was stated that the debate at the last Senate meeting indicated that certain 
faculty members felt that some courses required a final examination, and an 
example which Indicates this should be included. In this instance, the 
faculty member would have to make it known to the student body that 
whatever grades are accumulated through assignments, etc., will not count 
unless the final examination is written. 


It was suggested that the intent would be achieved by replacing the words 
"the maximum grade attainable being related to the value of the requirements 
completed in the second sentence, first paragraph (DOC-US-76-6-D4) with 
all work not completed counting as zero." 


It was argued that the suggestion would not necessarily solve the problem 
because some instructors would not think of weighting as being a factor. 
What we have to say is "a grade which is the weighted sum of the grade 
obtained by the completed requirements and zero for the incompleted 
requirements;" This would make it clear that it is a combination of two 
portions. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate approve the Principle contained- in the 
first paragraph (DOC-US-76-6-D4) if it sees fit, and we will continue to 
attempt to find the best possible wording for this. It is extremely difficult 
to-do this In a large meeting of this kind and some considerable thought 
needs to go into finding the best possible wording. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ADAMS, SECONDED BY DEAN BREEN, 
THAT THE FIRST PARAGRAPH IN DOCUMENT US-76-6-D4 BE 
APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE. 


It was felt that a statement should be included in the first paragraph to the 
effect that in a particular course, the weighted components may be 
dependent on whether or not a final examination is written. 


It was argued that where a final examination is required, a student need only 
to appear at the examination and by writing his name on the exam paper, he 
could pass the course based on marks that have been accumulated through 
term work. The situation only makes sense if a certain level of performance 
is also required in the final examination. 


Prof. Bordan suggested that the wording, "It should lie noted that in some 
courses, an Instructor may require that in order that term work, etc., be 
included in a final grade, a final examination at be written and a minimum 
level of achievement attained" be added as an amendment to the first 
paragraph. It was felt that the minimal level of achievement should refer to 
any specific activity which is a required part of the course and not just to the 
final examination. The feeling was expressed that "activity" should also 
refer to class attendance. It was suggested that a fourth example be included 
to' demonstrate this. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the idea expressed by the words we grade which is 
the weighted sum of the grade obtained by the completed requirements and 
zero for the incompleted requirements” is incorporated into the min motion 
which is now before Senate. 


Prof. Bordan stated that he was bothered by the word "activity" and by 
using it, anew ambiguity is introduced. 


With reference to attendance being required, Dr. O'Brien suggested that It 
not be part of the amendment and we could add as a sentence, quite apart 
from all the rest, "an instructor may require a certain level of attendance." 


It was explained that the sense of the amendment was that, notwithstanding 
the above, an instructor my require that In order to obtain an overall passing 
grade on a course that is INC or DNW, a student must have shown a certain 
minimum level of competence on certain components of that course. 


Prof. Bordan suggested the following wording for the amendment: 
"Notwithstanding the above, an instructor may insist that in order to achieve 
a Passing grade, a student must have demonstrated a specified level of 
competence in particular components required for evaluation in that course." 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we have a main motion which is a certain variation 
an what is written in document US-76-6-D4, a proposed amendment is 
taking shape that covers another principle, and we will come back to the 
question of attendance as a separate issue a little later in the sequence. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, 
SECONDED BY DEAN PINECY, THAT, YOTVITHSTANDING THE 
ABOVE, AN INSTRUCTOR MAY REQUIRE THAT IN ORDER TO 
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ACHIEVE A PASSING GRADE, A STUDENT MUST HAVE 
DEMONSTRATED A SPECIFIC LEVEL OF COMPETENCE IN 
PARTICULAR COMPONENTS REQUIRED FOR EVALUATION IN 
THAT COURSE. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in everything that we have done, including this, 
there will have to be a careful collation and rewriting of the whole thing, so 
that in a final version, we may end up with certain changes in wording. 


It was argued that by adopting the amendment we would in affect be 
condoning evaluation of a person's learning based on one final examination 
for a year's work. 


It was emphasized that what we are talking about are some special cases 
where a specific component of a course, which could include a lab, is an 
absolute requirement for passing the course. 


It was argued that If any component is so essential to a course it should be 
valued In terms of the numerical weighting that it has within the course. If a 
student has achieved a high standard of marks throughout the year, he 
should not lose the year simply bemuse he has failed to maintain this high 
standing in one particular instance. If that examination, term paper, or 
whatever, is so important, it should take up a larger percentage in the course 
in its numerical weighting. 


However, it was argued that we were talking about instances where no 
components of a course axe missing and how this should be handled. There 
are courses in the University that are run this way and we have to allow for 
it. 

It was agreed that the debate on the Grading System be suspended at this 
point so that Senate might deal with the Graduation Lists in "Closed 
Session." 


UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of May 28, 1976 (Cont'd) 


OPEN SESSION 


The meeting resumed at 2:30 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we are discussing the first paragraph in document 
US-76-6-D4, that an amendment has been proposed, and I that the wording 
of the amendment Is not too clear at this point (see Item 76-6-17). 


Prof. Bordan suggested the following wording for the first paragraphs "In 
each course the instructor is expected to make a qualitative judgment and 
submit a grade for every student who attended. The weighting of various 
evaluative elements contributing to a final grade In a course is the 
responsibility of the instructor concerned. An Instructor my require that In 


order to achieve a passing grade in the course, a student most have 
demonstrated a specified level of competence in particular components 
required for evaluation. If the student has not completed all necessary work 
or has not written the required examination the instructor submits a grade 
based on the weighted sum of the completed work, including zero for 
incompleted work." 


He expressed the feeling the last part may not pick up all the details but it 
encompasses the whole Idea. 


The impression was expressed that the last two sentences should be 
reversed because the first statement qualifies the second. 


Prof. Bordan re-worded as follows a "In each course the instructor is 
expected to make a qualitative Judgment and submit a grade for every 
student who attended. If the student has not completed all necessary work 
or has not written the required examination, the instructor submits a grade 
based on the weighted sum of grades in completed work and zeros for 
Incompleted work. The weighting of various evaluative elements 
contributing to a final grade in a course is the responsibility of the Instructor 
concerned. An instructor may require that in order to achieve a passing 
grade in the course, a student must have demonstrated a specified level of 
competence in particular components required for evaluation." 


It was suggested that the concept of the above applying to every registered 
student should be included. However, it was pointed out that whether it is 
explicit or implicit, it only has meaning if we are talking about registered 
students. 


It was agreed that the words "qualitative judgment" in the first sentence be 
changed to "evaluative Judgment. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that we now have a formulation which arose out of 
an amendment and as it turns out, the formulation introduces as an 
amendment two things; The first Is the idea that there my a minimum 
requirement in certain sectors of the course requirements. It also introduces 
a change of wording in the document (US-76-6-D4). 


Dean Callaghan and Dean Pinsky, who were the mover and seconder of the 
amendment (76-6-6, Page 5 ) agreed to sponsor the amendment as it now 
stood, with the understanding that the wording would be polished up. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the only loose end that remains Is the question of 
required attendance and he suggested that this is somewhat different than 
participation. 


Prof. Bordan expressed the feeling that if we are going to talk about 
attendance, we should insist that the instructor announce these evaluative 
components, Including whether or not attendance will be a "sine qua non" 
of getting a grade, before the fact. 


With respect to the right of an instructor to establish specific requirements 
for evaluation in a course, it was argued that there has to be an 
understanding that anything too bizarre will be subject to vetting by 
someone, be it Chairman, Dean, or someone else. It was also pointed out 
that if attendance is required, the instructor will have to maintain a public 
record of attendance. 


It was argued that we were now on the borderline with respect to academic 
freedom of instructors, and Senate's authority to instruct individual 
professors as to what they may or my not do was questioned. 


Reference was made to the wording in the 1976/77 University Calendar, 
under the Academic Regulations, section 16.2.14, and it was suggested that 
if Senate was prepared to link attendance to "class participation,” then this 
covers the situation. 


Again, concerning compulsory requirements, it was suggested that a 
statement to the effect that "Such conditions must be published at the 
beginning of the course," should be incorporated into the motion. It was 
stated that this was an excellent suggestion but it was felt that this does not 
belong under "Special Cases and Procedures", but rather at the beginning or 
at the end of the whole section on grading. 


It was argued that section 16.2.14 on page 54 of the University Calendar 
spells out quite clearly the freedom that a faculty member has In making 
evaluative judgments based on a set of elements with weighted values that 
he determines. We are reaffirming a principle that already exists. 


Prof. Bordan agreed that the statement on page 54, section 16.2.14 in the 
Calendar, happens to be very nicely put together and unless Senate rules it 
out, it should again be the lead statement in the analogous section in next 
year's Calendar. 


It was suggested that, under Special Cases and Procedures 
(DOC-US-76-6-D4), the last sentence it Prof. Bordan's re-worded version 
of the amendment should be preceded by the words "Not withstanding the 
above," because it applies as an exception in the case of "incomplete" or 
"did not write." The sentence also belongs somewhere else as an 
explanation of the Grading System, and again, it should be announced by 
the professor at the beginning of the course, if applicable. Prof. Bordan 
advised that he would include an example which demonstrates the particular 
case. 


It was emphasized that the intention was that the examples would be 
published in the Calendar. 


Dr. O'Brien. advised that technically speaking, we have before us an 
amendment which, as it happens, turns out to present a complete text for 
this particular sub-section of the whole announcement. 
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- THE AMENDMENT, AS REWORDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT PROFESSORS MUST GIVE AN ACCOUNT OF 
THE METHODS AND WEIGHTINGS OF EVALUATION TO BE 
APPLIED FOR EACH COURSE. THIS MUST BE COMMUNICATED 
TO STUDENTS IN THE EARLY LECTURES OF A COURSE AND A 
RECORD BE KEPT IN WRITING. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


With respect to the paragraph on the "NR" grade (DOC-US-76-6-D4), Prof. 
Borden explained that this was from an earlier document and them was a 
question as to whether or not this had been approved at the last Senate 
meeting. 


He argued that it was essential that such a piece of information be entered 
because it represents a real situation. Them are students who drop out of 
sight early in the course and It is impossible to try to evaluate the 
contribution the student made to the course, or vice-versa, and something 
has to appear in order that the dossier gets closed out. 


Concerning Mr. Mathewson's suggested amendment to document 
US-76-6-D4 that the "NR" grade have no numerical weighting, it was 
explained that In adopting a percentile system, the zero grade took on a 
much mom Important meaning than it would have under a C.P.A. system. 
It was suggested that the situation represented by the "NR" grade was quite 
different from that represented by "INC" or "DNW". This situation is 
considered as an unofficial withdrawal and many students am not aware of 
the withdrawal mechanisms. The "NR" grade should only be counted as a 
failing grade for purposes of assessing academic standing, without 
numerical weighting being assigned to it. 


It was argued that by not assigning a zero weighting value to the "NR" 
grade we would be encouraging students not to withdraw from courses that 
they do not intend taking for the whole year. 


It was suggested that we don't need the "NR" category since everything Is 
covered by the debate which We have just completed. If a course Is 
evaluated on the basis of mid-term tests, final examination, attendance, etc., 
and the student has not done any of these, he will be assigned a grade of 
zero, which is raised to 20 with an "FF." If It can be shown +hat this 
student had a case and for some reason did not withdraw officially, the 
grade would be changed to "withdrew" if we retain the discontinued 
category. 


It was argued, however, that the examples will generate blanks instead of 
zeros and the Registrar must have a designation to cover that situation. 


It was emphasized that "NR" was not a grade but rather it is a notation to be 
used by the Registrar for those cases where a professor does not report a 
grade. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at the April 30, 1976 meeting, Senate approved 
everything touching on "NR" except the last phrase dealing with the 
weighting of zero (DOC-US-76-4-D8). 


He suggested that Mr. Mathewson's amendment comes about the closest to 
dealing with the realities which are involved here. Also, this administrative 
notation has to be limited to the case where the student never existed, did 
not show, or showed only barely at the beginning of the term. Once a 
student is into a course to any significant extent, he must be considered to 
have been a student in the course unless the official withdrawal process 
takes him out of it, and he must be dealt with otherwise. It would seem a 
little strange to have a weighting of zero attached to the Phenomenon of not 
having been In the course In the first place. The Mathewson amendment 
gets rid of the weighting of zero, but leaves a certain marginal penalty to 
having got into the list In the first place and not having taken the necessary 
steps to get out of it. 


Concern was expressed over the word "attend" in the first sentence under 
"NR" (DOC-US-76-6-D4) and also as to who is the subject of the words 
"should be reported." 


It was pointed out that the text which was adopted at the April 30, 1976 
meeting (DOC-US-76-4-D8) picks up concerns expressed above. Dr. 
O'Brien advised that considering what was adopted at the April 30, 19-76 
Senate meeting, we do not need to adopt what Is contained under "NR" in 
document US-76-6-D4 and suggested that we might adopt something that is 
rather like the Mathewson amendment as a principle motion. 


The following wording for the motion was suggested: 


"The NR notation will have no numerical weighting but will be considered a 
failing grade for purposes of assessing academic standing." 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that if an instructor has any substantive evidence 
that the student continued in the course for any significant length of time, or 
did any significant part of the work in the course, the NR situation should 
not apply to that student. The NR situation should be limited to those cases 
where the student makes an "ephemeral" appearance in a course at the 
beginning and for all practical purposes never was there. For weighting 
purposes it does not get into the system, but is used rather in counting failed 
courses. 


He emphasized that what is required of Senate in the area of "NR" is a 
decision concerning the weighting and the interpretation of this notation. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MATHEWSON, SECONDED BY MR. 
CHAMBERS, THAT THE "NR" NOTATION WILL HAVE NO 
NUMERICAL WEIGHTING BUT WILL BE CONSIDERED A FAIUME 
MR PURPOSES OF COUNTING THE NUMBER OF FAILED 
COURSES IN ASSESSING ACADEMIC STANDING. 


It was emphasized that this will not be used for averaging purposes and will 
only be used If there is an academic regulation that counts the number of 
failed courses. 


It was agreed that an appropriate translation of "NR" be added to the 
translation of "INC" and "DNW." 


It was argued that students may be tempted to negotiate a grade of "NR" as 
opposed to an "F" in order to maintain the required average to remain in an 
Honours programme. 


It was suggested that it would be more appropriate to include something in 
the Honours regulations to prevent the above-mentioned possible abuse. 


It was pointed out that along with the fact that the "NR" designation will be 
counted as a failure, them was also a financial deficit attached to it in that a 
student will be paying for a course and not attending it. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in the discussion of "NR" at today's meeting and 
in earlier discussions, the thrust has been that this notation can only apply to 
the "ephemeral" student. He agreed that at the moment them was not an 
altogether viable definition of what an "ephemeral" student or situation is, In 
any of the documents. While it is there implicitly, It certainly is not clear 
enough to be operational and it will have to be written in. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien asked Senate for permission to inject this on the agenda for the 
meeting on Monday on the basis of a report from Prof. Borden which will 
give a definition of the word "ephemeral." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GRAY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT SENATE RECONSIDER THE "NR" GRADE. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if this motion is passed by a two-thirds majority, 
he suspected that there would very quickly appear a motion to do away with 
the "NR" designation. 


- THE MOTION WAS NOT CARRIED - 
Concerning the grades of "INC" and "DNW" (DOC-US-76-6-D4), Dr. 


O'Brien explained that what essentially is before Senate for formal adoption 
is the first three paragraphs. 
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It was agreed that the words "... the completed part of the ..." in the first 
paragraph be deleted and replaced with " ... that ..." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DOYLE, THAT THE FIRST THREE PARAGRAPHS UNDER INC AND 
DNW (DOC-US-76-6-D4), WITH THE CHANGE, BE ADOPTED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the understanding is that the examples or more 
suitable examples will be included In the write-up for the announcement. 


It was agreed to postpone the debate on Supplemental Examinations 
(DOC-US-76-6-D4) until we get to item VII, c), on the agenda which deals 
with this topic. 


Concerning the section on Extenuating Circumstances (DOC-US-76-6-D4), 
Prof. Bordan explained that the issue here was whether this should be 
vetted through the Registrar's Office or through the Dean's Office. He 
argued that in any case, it should not be the professor bemuse we could not 
have 750 People judging "extenuating circumstances." 


Mr. Adams argued that this should be handled by the Registrar because the 
Registrar is responsible for keeping the records of the University and It 
becomes increasingly difficult to get a complete picture of a student's record 
when records are kept In various offices. It would be much better to have a 
centralized area where all medical certificates and documentation relating to a 
student is kept, rather than in six different Faculty offices, especially in 
cases where students transfer from one Faculty to another. 


It was suggested that the phrase should be "... to the Dean, through the 
Registrar." It was pointed out that the question was whether it should be the 
Dean that reviews the circumstances or the Registrar. 


The feeling was expressed that it should be the Registrar's Office that the 
material is submitted to, the Registrar making the ordinary decisions. 
However, It should be stated that the student can appeal the decision to the 
Dean's Office. 


A third alternative was suggested whereby the extenuating circumstances 
would be judged by a representative group such as the Student Request 
Committee. 


Support was voiced for the wording "... submitted to the Dean through the 
Registrar's Office it being argued that it was a question of principle and it is 
really the Dean who makes these decisions. However, for administrative 
purposes, the collectivity of the Deans mandates this to the Registrar. 


It was argued also that them should be some input from the students’ 
department in assessing the possibility of allowing for special examinations, 
etc. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate should decide where to vest this 
authority. He expressed concern that we not end up with a system of 
bureaucracy whereby an application is made in one place. a decision is made 
elsewhere, with a chain of linkages in between. This would result In 
administrative headaches of massive proportions. 


It was argued that the notion that Student Request Committees become 
involved is unacceptable at the level of pure practice and will hurt mom 
students than it will help simply because the matter will not be dealt with on 
time. 


It was suggested that the second sentence should begin "The circumstances 
will be reviewed etc..." without specific reference to the Dean or the 
Registrar. 


Concern was expressed over the wording of the first sentence under 
"Extenuating Circumstances" (DOC-US-76-6-D4) because it will remove 
the authority of an individual faculty member to put in an "Incomplete" and 
remove it without the Registrar's intervention. The suggested wording 
implies that the Registrar will have to be part of the Process. 


The Registrar pointed out that the problem Is that if something is not 
submitted to the Office to clear up the situation, either by way of a medical 
reason or some other extenuating circumstance, the "INC" could end up 
counting as a failure in assessing the student's whole academic year. 
Something has to be sent to the Registrar's Office to indicate that the 
incomplete or failure does. not count against the student. 


It was suggested again that the wording in the first sentence should be 
changed to "... to the Dean through the Registrar's Office ..." and that the 
second sentence begin "The circumstances so reported etc...." 


It was suggested that the first sentence end with "... to the Registrar's 
Office." and an additional sentence be added that "The Registrar in 
accordance with the Dean's Office will make the decision." The first 
sentence, as a directive, would be mom clear to the student and the second 
sentence would simply explain how it will be dealt with. 


It was pointed out that the word "they" in the first sentence could be 
misinterpreted and it was agreed that this be changed to "The student should 
report the circumstances, etc." It was also pointed out that the words "... to 
the Dean through the Registrar's Office." could be interpreted by the student 
in various ways. The point of contact should be made clear. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
MATHEWSON, THAT WHERE THEM ARE EXTENUATING 
CIRCUMSTANCES, SUCH AS PERSONAL OR FAMILY ILLNESS, 
FOR NOT COMPLETING TERM WORK OR NOT WRITING AN 
EXAMINATION, THE STUDENT SHOULD REPORT THESE 
CIRCUMSTANCES WITHIN THE STATED DEADLINE VIA THE 


REGISTRAR'S OFFICE. THE CIRCUMSTANCES SO REPORTED 
WILL BE REVIEWED AND, IF APPROPRIATE, ARRANGEMENTS 
WILL BE MADE FOR LATE COMPLETION OF WORK OR A SPECIAL 
EXAMINATION. IF THIS IS NOT POSSIBLE, THE STUDENT MAY 
REQUEST THAT A REFERENCE TO EXTENUATING 
CIRCUMSTANCES" BE INCLUDED IN THE RECORD. THE DEAN'S 
OFFICE IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TRANSMITTING ANY 
INFORMATION RECEIVED ABOUT EXTENUATING 
CIRCUMSTANCES TO THE RECORDS OFFICE, AS WELL AS THE 
OUTCOME OF THE CASE. 


IF THE WORK DONE OR THE EXAMINATION WRITTEN IN VIEW 
OF EXTENTUATING CIRCUMSTANCES DOES NOT IMPROVE A 
FAILING GRADE, THE STUDENT CANNOT CLAIM FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION IN THAT COURSE AND THE GRADE WILL 
STAND (DOC-US-76-6-D4). 


Mr. Adams took exception to the second paragraph explaining that this was 
a regulation on the Sir George Williams campus a few years back and there 
was a debate two or three years ago at Senate that a student who misses an 
examination is considered to be writing that am. for the first time. The 
student would be penalized by this paragraph If it is considered that he is 
writing the examination for the second time. 


It was agreed by the mover and the seconder that the last sentence in the first 
paragraph, and the second paragraph, be deleted from the motion 
(DOC-US-76-6-D4). 


Concern was expressed that faculty members will have lost something by 
the motion and it was suggested that It could well be that in a given Faculty, 
the Dean and maybe the Faculty Council could come to an agreement 
whereby medical extenuating circumstances would be evaluated by the 
Registrar and that academic extenuating circumstances such as a student 
encountering a snag In a research paper, would be evaluated by the 
professor, and family matters by the Dean. 


It was argued that the example of an extenuating circumstance In the first 
line does not adequately define extenuating circumstances. 


It was suggested that it would be better to delete the words "... such as 
personal or family illness... " from the first sentence. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it had been stated at an earlier stage in this debate 
that there was some importance in there being a certain set of common 
factors in the decisions as to what constitutes an extenuating circumstance 
and what does not. He emphasized that if we have the Idea that there axe 
750 people each of whom can judge what is an extenuating circumstance, 
we can be absolutely assured that there will be no set of common factors 
ascribed. Inevitably, what constitutes an extenuating circumstance will 
become extremely broad. It can be assumed that somewhere between the 
Registrar and the Deans the decisions will be taken and while faculty 


members may flag special circumstances, there will be some check to make 
sure that that is not an. aberrant situation. The individual faculty member is 
in to real position to know what passes as an extenuating circumstance in 
the University at large. 


His understanding was that what was in the motion at the moment is that 
there is a responsibility on the Deans and Registrar to ensure that a 
reasonable set of common approaches are taken as to what is and what is 
not an extenuating circumstance. 


It was suggested that we use the current Loyola definition of extenuating 
circumstances which states 'because of accident, illness, death in the family, 
or for some other valid reason." 


IT WAS AGREED BY THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE 
MOTION THAT THE WORDS " ..SUCH AS PERSONAL OR FAMILY 
ILLNESS ... BE DELETED FROM THE FIRST SENTENCE AND 
REPLACED BY THE WORDS " ... SUCH AS ACCIDENT, ILLNESS, 
LEATH IN THE FAMILY, OR SOME OTHER VALID REASON ..." 


With respect to appeal mechanisms, Dr. O'Brien advised that the problem 
around this is that we do not have a complete set of academic regulations. 
Basically, there are appeal mechanisms, and what they are needs to be 
defined reasonably clearly. In general, what we are going to have to do is to 
complete the segment of the academic regulations that we have been 
working on this year, get it drafted into a reasonably consistent whole, and 
come back to Senate with other segments of the academic regulations which 
are missing, and where, in the interim, the existing practises continue. What 
continues to exist now are the appeal regulations or practises on each 
campus, whatever they my be. 


It was suggested that the motion be tabled because rather profound 
problems have been brought up by a number of Senators as to who Is the 
authority. 


Dr. O'Brien ruled that this whole section be excluded and that the 
extenuating circumstance rules on each campus will continue for the present 
and that the question of this clause come back in a next round of rules. 


He expressed the feeling that we have substantially completed the grading 
system with the exception of one detail around the definition of "ephemeral" 
to be submitted on Monday. He proposed that Mr. Adams review what we 
have decided in this area of administrative grades and if he can convince the 
Chairman of Senate that there is some detail missing which is essential to 
make the system operational he would ask the permission of Senate to bring 
that particular detail up again at the Monday meeting. 


Responding to a question on changing the INC and DNW entries 
(DOC-US-76-6-D4) Dr. O'Brien agreed that this may be an integral part of 
the system and that this was exactly what he wanted Mr. Adams to look at, 
but in the light of this discussion. 


76-6-28 With respect to the notice of motion at the last meeting, covering a Pass/Fail 
system, Dr. O'Brien advised that the view of the Steering Committee was 
that whereas this arose out of the grading system, It was not a logical part of 
the grading structure which we are, putting together, but rather, an 
alternative system. It was an Item. which, if it were brought up at Senate, 
was sufficiently different from the thrust of what has gone on and it would 
inevitably be referred to the Faculty Councils for consideration. The 
Steering Committee therefore decided to route this directly to the Councils 
and to place the item. on the addendum to be considered In due course by 
Senate. 


MR. BEGAN MOVED THAT SENATE DEBATE THE ITEM NOW. 
- THE MOTION WAS NOT SECONDED - 

76-6-29 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE MEETING BE RECESSED UNTIL 
MONDAY, MAY 31, 1976. 
Dr. O'Brien advised that it may be necessary to have a special meeting of 
Senate early in September 1976 to deal with any items which may not get 


discussed at the Monday meeting. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


